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A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 
CFR 1 . 1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for 
continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 7(e) has been 
timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 1 4 July 2003 has been entered. 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: Page 1, lines 1-4, note 
that the reference to earlier U. S. Patent applications must include references to the parent 
application S.N. 419047 and the provisional application 60/104503 and their corresponding filing 
dates as required under 37 CFR 1.78. Moreover, the patent information should be associated with 
the parent application such that it is not confusing. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as containing subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled 
in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. 

In claim 1 , note that the "first and second ground planes" being "on o pposite ends of said 
conductor" still does not appear to have been supported by the original specification and thus 
continues to be treated as "new matter". 

Also, with respect to claims 1,3, note that the added limitation of a " vertical multi-layered 
stack of rectangular slabs" does not appear to have support in the original specification relative to 
the "coplanar waveguide" embodiment (i.e. Fig. 9) and thus must be treated as "new matter". 
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However, if applicants' disagree that the above cited limitations are not "new matter", 
then an appropriate explanation is required, including pointing out where explicit support for 
these limitation can be found in the original specification. 

Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

In claim 1, note that it is unclear whether a "coplanar line" is properly characterized by the 
invention, as currently recited. Note in particular that the body of claim 1 appears to define "a first 
rectangular slab, of a vertical multi-layered stack ..." and "a second rectangular slab, of a multi- 
layered stack which appears to define the waveguide of Fig. 10 rather than the "co-planar 
waveguide" of Fig. 9. Furthermore, the coplanar waveguide arrangement of Fig. 9 can not be 
consistent with the " vertical multi-layered stack" which defines the waveguide as depicted in 
Fig. 10. There appears to some degree of confijsion on applicants' part, as evident from the nature 
of the amendments, as to what is intended to be claimed. Note that the preamble of these claims 
recite a "co-planar waveguide" (i.e. the fig. 9 embodiment). It should be appreciated that a "co- 
planar waveguide " is not actually a "waveguide", in the classical sense (e.g. as embodied by 
applicants' Fig. 10), but rather is a co-planar —transmission line—, which is more akin to the 
"microstrip" embodiment of Fig. 8 than the "waveguide" of Fig. 10. In particular, note that in 
each of the "microstrip" (Fig. 8) & "co-planar waveguide" (Fig. 9) embodiments, the "rectangular 
slabs" defining a "multi-layered stack ..." are actually stacked -horizontally- (i.e. adjacent to 
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each other along a horizontal direction) rather than "vertically". Note that the "plain meaning" of 
"vertical" would be stacking the slabs one on top of another (e.g. as depicted in the Fig. 10 
embodiment) and could not be construed to define slabs arranged side-by side (as in the Figs. 8, 9 
embodiments). Accordingly, with this expanded explanation, any confusion on applicants' part 
regarding the nature of the deficiencies set forth in this rejection should now have been clarified. 
Clarification is needed. 

In claim 1 , note that it is unclear whether the "conductor" being (only) "positioned 
adjacent to the first edge of the first and second rectangular slabs" is a proper characterization, 
especially if more than two slabs are present. Clarification is needed. 

Claims 1-9 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Benny Lee whose telephone number is (703) 308 4902. 




B. Lee 



December 5, 2003 



